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September 15, 2017
Secretary of Education DeVos:

On behalf of the dedicated team members of the Arkansas Department of Education, | am pleased to
submit the Arkansas Staltan in accordance with the Every Student Succeeds Act.

This document reflects work that began prior to the passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act. In 201
the Arkansas team began engaging with stakeholders to determine how our agency could better supp
students, educators, school and district leaders, and communities in their efforts to improve student
outcomes. It was our intent to maximize the flexibility offered under No Child Left Behind to rethink

our approach to accountability, moving from angdiancefocused system to one of support. Our goal

is to unleash the professionalism and creativity of educators to provide stoclesed learning

opportunities for lhstudents. The passage of theery Student Succeeds Act provided an accelerated
pathfor this goal to be realized, and we are excited about the results we expect to see in the coming
years.

The feedback we received from stakeholders led us to redefine our agency Vision and Mission.

Vision: The Arkansas Department of Educatiotrémsforming Arkansas to lead the nation in
studentfocused education.

Mission: The Arkansas Department of Education provides Leadership, Support, and Service to
schools, districts, and communities so every student graduates prepared for college, @dareer an
community engagement.

These declarations, together with our Values and Goals, succinctly define who we are, what we do, and
where we want to be. They are driven by the principle of equity. We believe every student, regardless o
geography, income, gendeace, ethnicity or disabilitpnust be supported in that learnifis is the
foundation of the Arkansas State Plan.

R. Brett Williamson

£l Dorado

Diane Zook
Melbourne

Four Capitol Mall
Little Rock, AR
72201-1019
(501) 682-4475
ArkansasEd.gov

An Equal
Opportunity
Employer

While the elements outlined in this document build on what has been learned under past accountability
systems, we see it as a beginnii{e have initiated a system of stakeholder engagement that will
continue beyond the submission of the Arkansas State Plan. It will lead to continuous improvement in
our schools and lifelong learning opportunities for our students. Through this process, we
convinced that transformation will occur éand w

Sincerely,

Johnny Key
Commissioner of Education
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Pla

Instructions Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es), which programs the
SEA included in its consolidated State plan. If an SEA elected not to include one or more
of the programs below in itonsolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive
funds under the program(s), it must submit individual program plans for those programs
that meet all statutory and regulatory requirements with its consolidated State plan in a
single submissin

Check this box if the SEA has includeti of the following programs in its consolidated State plan.

or

If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the
SEA includes in its consolidated State plan:
Title I, PartA: ImprovingBasicProgram$Operatedy Local EducationaAgencies
Title 1, Part C: Education of Migratoghildren
Title 1, PartD: PreventiorandInterventionProgramgor ChildrenandY outhWho Are Neglected,

Delinquent, or AtRisk
Title 1l, Part A:Supporting Effectivénstruction
Title 111, PartA: EnglishLanguageAcquisition,Languagd&EnhancemengndAcademicAchievement
Title IV, PartA: StudentSupportandAcademicEnrichmentGrants
Title IV, PartB: 21°'CenturyCommunityLearningCenters
Title V, PartB, Subpart2: RuralandLow-IncomeSchooProgram
Title VI, SubparB of theMcKinney-VentoHomelesAssistanceéict:
Educatiornfor Homeless Children and Youth Program (McKinnésntoAct)

Instructions

Each SEA must provide descriptions arider information that address each
requirement listed below for the programs included in its consolidated State plan.
Consistent with ESEA section 8302, the Secretary has determined that the following
requirements are absolutely necessary for consideraifa consolidated State plan. An
SEA may add descriptions or other information, but may not omit any of the required
descriptions or information for each included program.
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A. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local
Educational AgenciegLEAS)

1.Challenging State Academic Standards and AssessmeifEsSEA section
1111(b)(1)and (2)and 34 CFR 82 00 . 17200 . 8. )

The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) facilitates the revision of challenging state

academic standards every gears. In 2015, the schedule was altered to revise the

standards for math and English language arts during the same period as directed by the
recommendations from the Governords Council 0|
conducted numerous hearings anceineed public feedback regarding standards and

assessments. The Council, chaired by the Lieutenant Governor, was comprised of

educators, administrators, parents, business owners, and recent students. The Council
proposed recommend atficeotorevisd tlee matihad Eaglishe r nor 6 s Of
language arts standards and change the state assessment to ACT Aspire®. In addition, the

State Board of Education endorsed the Next Generation Science Standards to inform

revision of the Arkansasikl2 Science Standardshich was undertaken as a myjaar

process and overlapped the revision of the Common Core State Standards. The ADE has

resumed the styear revision cycle for state academic standards.

Arkansas statutes Ark. Code Ann. 852905 and 86152906 (2017) dscribe the
responsibilities of the Arkansas State Board of Education regarding development and
implementation of challenging academic standards to prepare students for college,
career, and community engagement. Current legislation and rules direct thi® ADE
appoint committees to write and revise academic courses based on the Arkansas
Academic Standards. Each academic standards revision committee consists of teachers
and instructional supervisory personnel from public schools, with assistance from
educatos from institutions of higher education. The committees meet periodically to
review, revise, and update the Arkansas Academic Standards.

The academic standards revision committee members are recommended by district
and/or buildinglevel administratorand represent KL2 educators from five regions in
Arkansas: northwest, northeast, southwest, southeast, and central. Educators from small,
medium, and large districts collaborate to create challenging academic standards that
meet the diverse needs of dlidents across Arkansas to prepare them to graduate

college and career ready. Educators from institutions of higher education and early
childhood also serve on the committees to ensure alignment f&makergarten through
postsecondary education {£5).

Revision committee members consult a variety of documents to inform the revision

process, such as international learning expectations, international assessments, national
assessments, professional standards, other st:
community feedback surveys. Before and after the revision process, the general public

provides input about the standards through community feedback surveys. The feedback

surveys inform the revision of the standards. The revision committee members focus on

writing the standards that prepare students for success after high school in institutions of

higher education or careers. The committees look for alignment and connections across

1The Secretary anticipates collecting relevarpiimfation consistent with the assessment peer review process in 34
CFR § 200.2(d). An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State academic standards and
assessments at this time



content areas, highlighting crosscutting concepts andptiisaiy literacy skills within
content standards in all subjects. Arkansas collegesgrademinately used the ACT®
for college placement and remediation decisions. The ACT college and career ready
domains and alignment were considered during the revigitre English language arts
and math standards.

Arkansas provides a variety of assessments that can be used within the
accountability system, as noted in Table 1. As Arkansas moves to a system of
multiple measures, the following assessments could luktosaeasure
achievement, growth, and/or percent

tested. The ADE will use the italicized assessments for the math and the English
language arts required assessments for the academic achievement indtbator in
support and accountability system. Tabledludes the assessments currently
available; Table 2 provides additional options.

Table 1.Assessments Available for Use by Arkansas to Measure Achievement and/or Growth

Assessment State Use
3i 8 ACT Aspire® Achievement and Growth
A EnglishLanguage Arts (English, readingriting)
A Mathematics
A SciencgSQSS indicator)
910 ACT Aspire® Achievement and Growth
A English Language Arts (English, readimgiting)
A Mathematics
A SciencgSQSS indicator)
Alternate Multi-State Multi -State Alternative Assessment
Assessment ﬁ'tema“"e t (MSAA)
for zgiiszsglzn A English Languagérts (English, readingyriting)
Students A Mathematics
with Arkansas Alternate :
Cognitive 20172018
Disabilities Dynamic Learning _ Dynamic Learning Maps
Maps under A English Language Arts, grad@sl10
consideration for | A Math, grades3i 10
2018 and forward | A Science, gradedi 10 (SQSS indicator)
11 The ACT® Achievement

A Percent meetindCT CollegeReadines8enchmark




K-12

English

Achievement and Growth

Language | 4 percenon track to English language proficiency

Proficiency

Assessment for| A ELP Value Added Growth

21%Century
(ELPA21)

Table 2.0ther Assessment O

Assessment

ptions Available

Planned Future Use

Ki2

Northwest Evaluation
Association (NWEA)

|-Station

Renaissanc

Growth
Reading and math scores from the spring
administration only will be used to set baseline
34 grade growth in ELA and math.

Grade

Assessment

RS

High School

WorkKeys

ASVAB (Armed
Services Vocational
Aptitude Battery)

Industry Recognized
Certifications

PSAT

Planned Future Use

A Met levelcriteria

A Met Armed ServiceQualifications

A Demonstrated competencies within
certification requirements

A Advanced Placemepbtential




2. Ejgh_thﬁmdg_Mmh_Exmmgn_(ESEA section1111(b)(2)(cand 34 CFR §200.5(b)(4))

Doesthe Stateadministeran end-of-coursemathematicaissessmeimd meet
therequirements under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l)(bb) oBBEA?

| Yes

W No

i. I'f a State responds fiyeso to question 2(i
eighth-grade student who takes the high school mathematics course
associated with the enof-course assessment from the mathematics
assessment typically administered in eighth grade under section
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(aapftheESEAandensurdhat:
a. Thestudeninsteadtakestheendof-coursemathematiceissessmerthe
Stae administers tdiigh schoolstudentsindersection
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bbpftheESEA,;
b. The studentds performance on the high s
year in which the student takes the assessment for purposes of measuring
academic achievemeunnder section 1111 (c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and
participation in assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) &3EA;
c. In highschool:
1. The student takes a steadministered endf-course assessment or
nationally recognized high school academic assessaset¢fined
in 34 CFR § 200.3(d) in mathematibsitis moreadvancedhanthe
assessmeitlie Stateadministersunder section
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of thESEA;
2. The State provides for appropriate accommodations consistent
with 34 CFR § 200.6(b) and (Bnd
3. The studentés performance on the more
assessment is used for purposes of measuring academic achievement
under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ES&Ad participationin
assessmentsdersection1111(c)(4)(E)ftheESEA.
I Yes

W No

. I'f a State responds Ayeso to question 2(i
200.5(b)(4), describe, with regard to this exception, its strategies to provide
all students in the State the opportunityp&preparedfor andto take
advancednathematicgourseworkn middleschool.

3. Natjve LanguageAssessmertt(ESEAsection1111(b)(2)(F)and 34 CFR200.6(f)(2)(ii))

. Provide its definition for Al anguages oth
significant extent in the parthei ci pating s
specific languages that meet tlogtfinition.

Arkansas closely monitors the numbers of students who come from homes where a
language other than English is used. For the purposes of ESSA, Arkansas is defining a
language other than English to be prége a significant extent when the number of
students speaking that language exceeds bb5%he most populous language within the
state,of the total student population. In 2018, the total student population in Arkansas



was 477,268. The following tabprovides the top 5 languages other than English spoken

by Arkansas students

Table 3 Languages Other than English Spoken by Arkansas Students

Language # of Students % of Students
Spanish 35967 7.5%
Marshallese 2907 0.6%
Vietnamese 541 0.1%

Arabic 433 0.1%
Laotian 395 0.1%

In addition, stakeholders in the English Learner Advocate/Advisory Group stated that the
primary group of students for whom native language assessment may be appropriate would

be those English Learners who are scoring afittemer gi ngo | ev el on the st
ELPA21. For the Spring 2017 ELPA21, only 9% of all English Learners scored at the
AEmergingo | evel. Of that 9% of English Learn

represents only 0.6% of the total student populatiabwitould most potentially benefit
from offering a native language assessment.

English has been established as the official instructional language of Arkansas, and

instruction in the public schools must be conducted in English unless the nature of the

course would otherwise require. Ark. Code Ann.-8®1 04 (2017) states that
language of instruction in the public school branches in all the schools of the state, public

and private, shall be the Engl41872017Janguage on
states, AThe English | anguage shall be the of

ii. ldentifyanyexistingassessments languagestherthanEnglish,andspecifyfor
which gradesindcontentareasthoseassessmentzeavailable.

Arkansas will develop or contract to provide statewide assessments when an English
Learner subgroup reaches 15Phis decision was made after consulting Witlke English
learner Advocate/Advisory group

ii.  Indicatethelanguagesdentifiedin question3(i) for whichyearlystudent
academic assessmeai® notavailableandareneeded.

No assessments were identified as needed at this time.

iv.  Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a minimum, in
languages other than English that greesent to a significant extent in the
participating student population including pyoviding
a The Statebdés plan and timeline for devel
description of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR § 200.6()(®);
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state will coinue to monitor stude@nguagedata,to determinaf an
assessmei anotherlanguageds needed.

b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful input on the
need for assessments in languages other than English, collect and respond to
public comment, and consult with educators; parents and families of English
learners; students, as appropriate; and other stakeholders; and Appendix:
Percent of students identified as Language other Eraglish

c. Asapplicable,an explanatiornof thereasors the Statehasnotbeenableto
completehe developmemf suchassessmentespitemakingeveryeffort.

Spanish is the largest language group present in Arkansas. Once we have the number of
Spanish speaking students reach the threshold of 15%, Arkaosksadjust the ACT

Aspire contract to make the Spanish versions of the ACT Aspire available to students for

whom t he individual studentds Language Profi
deems it appropriate. LPACs would be required to follow ADEejines regarding

language of assessment, which would be developed in conjunction with stakeholders.

Arkansas does recognize the value of providing native language supports to English
Learners as they are in the process of acquiring English. On thedagiiie in grades-30,
Arkansas currently offers the opportunity for students to utilize the following native
language supports: Woitd-Word dictionaries utilizing the vendor approved list or ADE
can approve dictionaries not on the list if the distrestities that the student uses the
dictionary on a regular basis in the instructional environment; Spanish language general
directions- provided by the vendor; and, other language general directaisgicts can
translate general directions into otlemguages following an ADE process

c
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Agmm,m(ESEA sectlon 111(c) and(d))

Overview of the Vision for Excellence in Education and the

Framework for the Arkansas Educational Support and

Accountability System

The passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in December 2015 ushered in

an unprecedented opportunity to reframe state support and accountability systems within
statesd uni gue c atatogersanalize iteapproach toenguriga c h st
equity, access, and opportunity for all of its students. Specifically, the purpose of the

Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) is to Aprovi

receive a fair, equitable, andghiquality education, and to close educational

achievement gaps. 0 At the state |l evel, Articl

requires Arkansas to provide a general, suitable, and efficient system of free public
schools to all children of the state.riher, the Arkansas Supreme Courtake View
School District No. 25 v. Huckabé2002) noted it is the absolute duty of the state of
Arkansas to provide all public school children with a substantially equal opportunity for
an adequate education.

When tle ADE responded to state and federal statutory requirements in the early 2000s,
the approach to support and accountability was focused primarily on ensuring adequacy
following the passage of No Child Left Behind (2001) and the Arkansas Supreme Court
rulings in 2002 and 2004. In contrast, the Arkansas Educational Support and
Accountability System described iédathis ESSA
Vision for Excellence in Education (Visiah)which moves beyond adequacy to

excellence. The Vision caplizes on the unique opportunity that the ADE and local
education agencies (LEAS) have under ESSA (2015) and Arkansas Educational Support
and Accountability Act (2017). The ADE and LEAs have reimagined support and
accountability to create studefoicused larning systems that integrate federal, state, and
local efforts and resources ensuring all students have access to opportunities for success.

Vision for Excellence in Education

As indicated in the Vision, the ADE is transforming Arkansdeao the nation in
studentfocused education so that every student graduates ready for college, career, and
community engagement. The Vision has five specific goals (Figure A). The first four
goals are studetibcused. The fifth goal sets the tone for lkedership, support, and

service the ADE will provide to LEAs thrghh development of ADE personnel
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PREPARED GRADUATES
Each student will meet or exceed educational milestones along pathways to graduate prepared
for college, career, and community engagement.

STUDENT GROWTH
Each student will meet or exceed his/her expected individual growth annually.

PERSONAL COMPETENCIES
Each student will develop and apply personal competencies that promote learning and success in life.

STUDENTSUCCESS e
Each student will be actively engaged in college, career preparation, military service, and/or
competitive employment one year after graduation.

CUSTOMER SERVICE

The Arkansas Department of Education will build the capacity of each team member to

provide efficient and effective customer service that benefits students, respects taxpayers, and
serves all stakeholders.

Figure A. Goals for the Vision for Excellence in Education

Key Values
The ADE established key values within which to anchor and support the YiSgure B).

Leadershi
P « Striving to be a model of excellence that is dedicated to professional and

ethical standards, the whole child, and effective results.
= Driving action toward excellence through informed risk-taking.
* Protecting the public trust by ensuring quality and accountability.

Support
» Collaborating with others through mutual respect, trust, and professionalism.

* Communicating in an open, honest, and transparent manner.

* Fostering new ideas and promoting effective practices.

Service
* Providing quality service in a respectful, effective, and professional manner.

+ Administering agency programs and services with integrity, honesty,
and transparency.

« Leveraging state resources in a wise, efficient, and productive manner.

Figure B. Values Anchoring the Vision for Excellence in Education

The Vision aims beyond the traditional educational paradigm and sets a course to prepare
Arkansas students for a future that may be different from the current college asd care
paradigm. Already, the lines between college, technical, and career postsecondary readiness
have blurred. The academic content and skills that students must acquire and demonstrate for
success must dive more deeply into complex thinking and learnesgj\we problem solving,
synthesis, and design. Students need to develop internal motigattretenacityto persistin
afuturewherechangeandinnovationwill bethenorm.
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Through the Vision, the ADE has set a new course for leadership, suppaéraice to

LEAs. The Arkansas General Assembly passed the Arkansas Educational Support and
Accountability Act (2017) updaig Arkansas code for the pubkchool accountability system
and aligning to this forwarthinking Vision for education. As noted fhe Act, it is the
responsibility of the state to provide the framework necessary to ensure that all students in
Arkansas public schools have substantially equal opportunity to achieve and demonstrate
academic readiness, individual academic growth, angbetencies through the application of
knowledge and skills in core subjects, consistent with state academic standards through a
studentfocused learning system.

From Adequacy, Labels, and Achievement
to Student Success and School Quality

Summer 2015 to
2001-2015 Summer 2017 Future

FOCUSING COURSE-ADJUSTING AIMING
ADEQUACY, LABELS, AND EQUITY AND EXCELLENCE EVERY STUDENT’S SUCCESS AND
ACHIEVEMENT With the passage of the Every Student EXCELLENCE FOR ALL SCHOOLS
Framed by the Arkansas Constitution, the Succeeds Act in December 2015, Our refocused vision looks beyond traditional
Arkansas Supreme Court ruling in 2002 (Lake Arkansas has been working to frame a education to set a course for preparing students for
View School District No. 25 v. Huckabee 91 new focus on access to learning success a future where college, technical, and career
S.W.3d 472 (Ark. 2002), and the federal for each Arkansas child. Enhanced postsecondary readiness are all desirable paths to
requirements under No Child Left Behind flexibility from specific federal success. Schools will have a robust system of locally
(2002), our response to state and federal requirements gives the state and available data to inform educators to make the best
requirements focused on evaluation and districts freedom to innovate on behalf decisions for student success in the classroom, The
labeling linked to adequacy and student of all students. state accountability process will complement the

outcomes from test achievement. local cycle of inquiry, with transparent and
ambitious yet attainable milestones to long-term
student and school success.

ENVISIONING STUDENT SUCCESS AND SCHOOL QUALITY

The Arkansas Journey Is driven by a new vislon—and the opportunity to re-Imagine
and re-frame the support and accountabllity system for our state.

Figure C. Shifting from Adequacy to Student Success and School Quality

The Vision represents significant shift in the way ADE and LEAs approach student learning,
thus requiring a significant shift in the way ADE approaches its role in providinglstate
support and accountability. The ADE has led a-@afiarmed design process that engaged an
continues to engage stakeholders in a~detiumented, public process for meaningful
consultation. This process was utilized to reimagine and iteratively design the Arkansas
Educational Support and Accountability System using an evidea®ed Theory oAction.

Under No Child Left Behind (2001) and prior state law the ADE focused on the school as the
unit of analysis and the focus of sliased support for school improvement. Based on lessons
learned from implementation and from analyses of outcomesgrimnsystems, the ADE will
shift to a system that supports and empowers LEAS as primary agents to improve their schools
to make significant progress toward closing longstanding achievement gaps for all students.

The Arkansas Educational Support and Acc¢abitity System, proposed to meet requirements
of Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965) 8 1111(c) and édesponsive plan that
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acknowledges the efforts and outcomes of prior work of the ADE, LEAs, and schools. It is
designed to honor whereuslients, schools, and districts are at present, recognize the important
input characteristics of schools and LEAs that may contribute to achieving the goals of the
Vision, and provide a blueprint of ADE leadership and support that will empower LEAS to
persaalize their pathway to achieving the aspirational goals of the Vision.

Theory of Action

A Theory of Action is used to provide coherence so that there is a logical, organized way the
system is intended to work to achieve the desired results. The Arlshseational Support

and Accountability System is a coherent system guided by clearly defined goals and
indicators of success that are congruent with the theory of action.

The purpose of the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability System isreoahsu
children have access to opportunities for a high quality education and to make progress in
closing longstanding achievement gaps. The system is intended to achieve the following
expectations.

1. To identify underperforming schools and subgroupswafestts within schools and
notify LEA | eaders when schools within the
support to achieve immediate and sustaimgaiovement.

2. To provide support that will empower LEAs to uncover the needs of their
underperforming dwols and/or student subgroups and enable LEAs to implement
evidencebased strategies to address thessls.

3. To inform educators and stakeholders about school quality and student success as
well as the progresmndoutcome®fs ¢ h candd § & t gontimubus 6
improvemengefforts.

The ADE values and earns public trust through transparent communication about school
guality and student success while ensuring quality and accountability for the use of state
and federal resources.

A Theory of Action conacts the intended courses of action with the desired outcomes. It

serves to clarify important inputs in the system, the resources, and supports that may be needed
to carry out the actions theorized to achieve
Action for the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability System shifts the focus of

ADE efforts from directly intervening in schools in need of support to empowering and

enabling LEAs. LEAs are then empowered to harness local, state, and federalaesaur

those schools in need of support and those schools historically underserved to enhance
outcomes for all students. To achieve this end, LEAs will need to play the central role in

leading their local system through continuous cycles of inquiry fprarement, supported in

varied degrees by the statewide system of support based einfdataed needs. A central

concept in this Theory of Action is an intentional shift in the expected state inputs and the
expected LEA inputs and outputs.

Another purpose of the Theory of Action is to articulate the school and student outcomes

intended to result from the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability System and to

report on progress in achieving these outcomes in a aergpmanner. The Theory of Action

is @ mechanism that can be used to promote transparency in communicating expectations for

and reporting the progress of LEAs® and their
efforts to achieve or make progress tadvaxpected outcomes for studeritkese local cycles
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of inquiry will inform LEAs in their strategic provision of support and resources (human and
fiscal) to their schools. Figure D illustrate
Educational Support ariccountability System.



Theory of Action

for Student Success

Fé
P\ the Arkansas Department of Education
LEADERSHIP | implements a comprehensive support
S A& and accountability system that
> measures manyfacetsofstudent
successand school quality that inform

and sustain student learning é J

THENE

the ADE and LEA willengagein
continuous cycles of inquiry
and improvement by
combining state and local
information to identify and

/
/ address the needs within their
I:' respectives y st e ms é
" —
]
I
I
i
d *-NDthls wil | é
\ spark studentlearning;increase
\ s t u d eeadinss$forcollege,
\\ career, and community
0 engagement; and close

achievement gaps withinand
acrossschools. ‘o“

Figure D. lllustration of the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability
System Theory of Action
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Annual Meaningful Differentiation

ESSA (2015) requires states to develop a methodology for annual, meaningful
differentiation among schools for the purpose of identifying schools in need of support
and schools witleonsistently underperforming student subgroups. ESSA (2015)
requires states to use certain indicators for this purpose as well as some optional
indicators that can be included in the methodology. ESSA (2015) also requires states to
set longterm goals fothe indicators and measurements of interim progress. States
have some flexibility to determine how to combine and weight indicators that are used
to meaningfully differentiate among schools. States also have some flexibility to
determine how longerm goas and interim progress measurements will be included in
a statewide accountability system and used to guide support and improvement
activities. ADE used the Theory of Action and its meaningful consultation protss
stakeholderso inform theselectionof indicators aswell asuseandweightingof

indicators to meaningfully differentiate amas@hools.

The ADE developed the ESSA School Index which will be used for annual meaningful
differentiation of schools and to identify schools and stusebgroups in need of
support within schools based on multiple indicators valued by stakeholders. Based on

schoolsbé index scores, ADE wil/l notify LEAs o
schools, and collaborate with LEAs to support their work in improsaigol
outcomes.

The ESSA School Index is comprised of multiple, robust indicators which include:

achievement, growth, graduation rate, English Learner progress in English Language

Proficiency, and School Quality/ Student Success indicators for eachgpad

responsive to stakeholders and state and federal requirements. Annual reporting of the

ESSA School |l ndex, coupled withemgogisprts of sc
will provide information to the ADE and LEASs to steer their courses towdrigaog

the Vision for alktudents.

Annual reporting of the ESSA School Index will include the overall score as well as

individual indicator scores as shown as on the Report Card Dashboard (Figure E).

Through the annual ESSA School Index, stakeholddtfiawe transparent information

for critical indicators of school quality and student success. The ratings will be

accompanied by more expansive, visually intuitive reporting of key indicators,

including school sd& piteomgoatsand relater wmepmaltionad t ai ni ng
enhance interpretation of reports. The ratings will signal to LEAs the extent to which

schools within their system are achieving important student success outcomes. State
reporting of school s éterm gaiseaccompanged by gtatee ss t owar d
supported reporting of more expansive informatigifi, enableLEAs to usearich setof

information,aswell asfactorscloserto thelearning,to drive significant improvements

at both the student and classroom lev@ncurrently, the ADE will analyze the data
generated by the ESSA School l ndex, the indic
long-term goals to identify trends and patterns. These analyses can be used to design

and provide strategic, daaformed suppdrtoLEAs
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The indicators in the ESSA School Index, while robust for {sigikesaccountability

use, are not intended to be the sole focus of LEA and school efforts for continuous
improvement. The ESSA School Index provides an annual snapshot of the outcomes of
school quality and studesticcess. A focus dhese outcomes alone wouldost



circuit true continuous inquiry and improvement. To achieve the Vision, the ADE and
LEAs must shift from focusing narrowly on the annual snapshot of school quality and
student success to promoting deeper review of the inputs and strategic effoets toeed
ensure all students have access to opportunitiesifaress.

Cycle of Inquiry

The ADE will provide personalized support to LEAs as LEAs take responsibility for

directly supporting and improving schools in need of support. LEAs will need to think

hdlistically about their systems and strategically about human/fiscal resource allocation.

LEAs®G continuous inquiry and i mprovement proc
educatorso6 efforts on what matt-trms most f or |
improvement outcomes. Specifically, LEAs will develop a Plan of Support that will specify

LEA- level supports to address needs identified in the sdbwel improvement plans.

LEAs will work with schools to develop dataformed plans. The schotdvel

improvement plan will track leading indicators for schl®el actions to monitor, assess,

reflect, and adjust planned actions in a continuous inquiry cycle for improvement.

Likewise, the LEA Plan of Suppordngwill track
indicators in order to monitor, assess, reflect, and adjust supports to schools. Figure F

illustrates the intended local inquiry and improvement cycle.

Design and/orrevise adata-
Informed school-level
improvement planand LEA

Plan of Support

Monitor, assess, and

reflect through data Implement the plans and
analysis track leading indicators

Figure F. Continuous Inquiry and Improvement Cycle

Initially, LEAs and their schools will analgzprior schooelevel improvement plans and
prior Needs Assessments, where applicable, to incorporate lessons learned from these
analyses into the continuous inquiry and improvement process. LEAs and their schools
will not start from scratch. LEAs will intgionally integrate new efforts with existing
improvement processes. The shift to LEAs as the primary support system for local
improvements allows communities to address the needs within schools as part of a
comprehensive LEA system. The local inquiry amgrovement cycle is enhanced when
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teachers and leaders focus on key factors that are closely connected to student learning.
For example, these key factors could include instructional and learning strategies,

personal competency development, classroomrsahdol routines that support and
enhance deeper | earning, and administratdi
path, and pace of learning. By focusing on factors close to the work of improving student
learning, and supporting schools in needugfeort in addresing these factors, LEAS

will lay the groundwork to achieve better outcomes on the ESSA School Index. LEAs

have the advantage of having local control over school configurations which impact

vV e Sl

studentsd transitions, resource all ocations,

addressowear ching factors that may be outside
own.

The ADE will focus on supporting LEAs to ensure local processes are evidased,
high-quality, and highmpact. Support may take many forms depending on needs and
the unigqie contexts of LEAs and their schools. Examples of ADE support to LEAS
may include:

A Statesupported data and reporting systems that provide more granular data on the
indicators used twlentify schoolsin needof supportandschoolswith subgroups
in neal of support;

A Needs assessment tools and processes that enable LEAs to engage with their
schools to uncover the challenges and opportunities that may need to be
addressed, as well as the strengths and expertise that the LEA and its schools
can leverage itheir efforts tamprovelearning;

A Digital tools for educator collaboration that enable teachers and leaders to plan,
implement, and study the outcomes of their local inquiry procésises
improvement;

A Digital resources and collaborative learning netwaokshare evidenekased
practices among LEAwsith schoolsthathaveshareddentified areasof need;

A Opportunities to pilot measures for school climate, personal competencies,
and areas that may providdditionalinformationfor localusein the Cycle of
Inquiry andimprovement;

A Responsive professional development resources that can be embedded in
professional learning communities and other district embedded teacher and
leaderearningopportunities.

Likewise, the ADE will use a rich set of information iomportant indicators to monitor

and adjust the support to LEAs, enhancing support where most needed and moving out
of the way of the work of LEAs where only general supports are needed. When the
ESSA School Index and other data signal the need for erthanpgort, the ADE will

work collaboratively with LEAs, first through deeper needs assessments, then through
planning and strategic resource/support.

s c hc

The findings of the LEAs® nedadimamweaners sment s,

plans,andreporsf pr ogress on outcomes relevant to th
continuous inquiry and feedback cycle for adjusting and continuously improving support

at all levels, in particular, for LEAs with schools in need of support. The Theory of

Action integraés LEAlevel supports as described in Arkansas Educational Support and
Accountability Act (2017) where most LEAsO®6 en

collaborative, and coordinated levels of support.
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The Theory of Action represents a significant shifthie focus of the systednfrom

|l abeling schools and applying sanctions
needs with regard to supporting their schools. It is expected that this system will
transition and improve over time as additional st¢lgo@lity and student success

indicators are developed, validated, and used to replace or augment initially proposed
indicators. Likewise, the weights of indicators may need to be adjusted over time as the
ADE and LEAs learn from statel EA-, and schoelevel improvement efforts and

impacts.

i Subaroups(ESEA sectiorl111(c)(2))

a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a subgroup of
students, consistent with ESEA sectibhl(c)(2)(B).

Historically, Arkansas included and reported onftil®wing major racial and ethnic
student subgroups and educationallyisk student groups: African American,
Hispanic, White, Economically Disadvantaged, English Learners, and Students with
Disabilities. Arkansas will continue to include these studeoaips in its system for
annual meaningful differentiation of schools.

Additional Student Groups

The ADE anal yzed -1®sthdam poruktiorsandsohdeletdensity K

of major racial and ethnic student groups to determine whatititional student groups
were of sufficient numbers and density within schools to include in the system for
annual meaningful differentiation as discrete student groups. The statewide population
and schoolevel concentration of the remaining major raceups remains too low to
include for the purpose of meaningful differentiation of schools. Data to support these
conclusions are part of the minimum3\ze analysis included in Appendix D.

b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students tilaerthe
statutorily required subgroups (i.e., economically disadvantaged students,
students from major racial and ethnic groups, children with disabilities, and
English learners) used in the Statewide accountability system.

The ADE proposes to maintatihe current set of student groups for use in the state
support and accountability system for the purposes of annual meaningful differentiation.
At the request of stakeholders, ADE proposes to add additional student groups to the
annual reporting system dng meaningful consultation to increase transparency for the
outcomes for these student groups. The additional student groups include 1) students
participating in Gifted and Talented programs and 2) currently classified English
Learners reported separatélgm students who were previously identified as English
Learners within the prior four years (former English Learners).

c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the results of
students previously identified as English learnershenState assessments
required under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l) for purposes of State

accountability (ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(B)

be included in the English learner subgroup for not more than four years after the
student ceases to be identified askarglishlearner.
| Yes
I No
Arkansas intends to include students previously identified as English Learners in the
Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability System for purposes of annual



meaningful differentiabn and for the purposes of reporting measurements of interim
progress on longerm goals.

Stakeholders requested that the ADE include further disaggregation of the English

Learner student group for reportilocgg pur poses
continuous inquiry and improvement cycle. Specifically, and for reporting purposes only,
stakeholders requested that the ADE disaggregate the English Learner group as follows:

A English Learnersnly;

A Recently Arrived Englishearners;

A English Learnes with Disabilitiesand

A Former English Learners (up to fo@ars).

Figure G and Table 4provide examples using statéevel 2016 results

Percent Ready/Exceeds by ELInclusion

100
90
o 77.33
70 62.26
60
50
40 31.95 20,77 35.33 35.00
30
20
10
0

ELOnly EL+4YearFormerEL 4 Year FormerEL

B Percent Ready/Exceeds Math M Percent Ready/Exceeds ELA

Figure G. Percentage of Students Achieving Ready or Exceeds Achievement
Levels in 2016 by English Learner InclusiorCategory

Table4. Number of Students by English Learner Inclusion Category
Total Number

Math Total Number ELA

Category

English Learners Only 22,172 21,824
English Learners + 4 Year
Former English Learners 24,957 24,608
4 Year Former English 2785 2784

Learners

d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently arrived
English learners in the State:
A Applying theexceptionunderESEAsection1111(b)(3)(A)(i);or

Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or

22
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A Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or under
ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii)f this option is selected, describe how the
State will choose which exception appliea recentlyarrived Englishlearner.

i.  Minimum N -Size(ESEA sectiorL111(c)(3)(A))
a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines are

necessary to be included to carry out the requirements of any provisions under
Title I, Part A of the ESEA that require disaggregamdmformationby each
subgroupof studentgor accountabilitypurposes.

The ADE conducted analyses and meaningful consultation with stakeholders to
determine the minimum Nize for inclusion of student groups. The full analysis is
included in Appendix D.

Arkansas proposes to use assixe of 15 for disaggregation of information by each
student group for informing support and for annual meaningful differentiation purposes.
The system of annual meaningful differentiation will include all full academic year
students for the purposes of edigtting the ESSA School Index. The minimurrsite

of 15 will be used for disaggregation of the ESSA School Indestdioient groups

within each school to determine, at the subgrlawel and on multiple indicators,

whether student groups are low performangconsistently underperforming (ESEA

1965 section 1111(c)(4)(C)(iii)).

To clarify, Arkansas proposes to use an index comprised of multiple indicators, the ESSA
School Index, for annual meaningful differentiation (ESEA 1965 section 1111(c)(4)(C))
The ESSA School Index will be coupled with enhanced reporting to increase transparency
for educators and stakeholders. Arkansas
long-term goals on the indicators for which letegm goals and measurements of imteri
progress are required (ESEA 1965 section 1111(c)(4)(A)). The minimsimeN\bf 15 will

be used to determine whether a student group within the school is eligible for notification
and identification leading to school supports and improvement required HS&&\

(1965) section 1111(d)(2)(A) and section 1111(d)(2)(D). Tables 4 and 5 indicate the rate
of school and student inclusion in the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability
System using the proposed minimurrside of 15 students.

Table 5 Percertage of Schools with a Student Group Based on Proposed and
Prior Minimum N - Sizes

0,
% Schools ANS>c:hZ()50Is
N>=15 (Prior N -Size)
93.8
African
American 54.5 46.3
Hispanic 48.5 34.3
White 92.4 895
Economically
Disadvantaged 98.9 97.3
English
Learners 40.6 28.9
Students with
Disabilities 82.4 53.5

Wi



Table 6 Percentage of the Statewide Population of Students in Each Group
Included in the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability System Based on
Proposed and Prior Minimum N-Sizes

% Total % Total Students
Students N>=25 (Prior N-
N>=15 Size)
All 100 99.9
African
American 96.5 94.1
Hispanic 91.1 83,7
White 99.7 99.4
Economically
Disadvantaged 100 99.8
English
Learners 90.3 83.4
Studentswith
Disabilities 95 78.1

b. Describehowtheminimumnumberof studentss statisticallysound.

The ADE considered the following factors in establishing the minimusizil:

stakehol der s o6 pr-size(seetiteneiis. bélow), alignmemith the m N

goals of the Arkansas Educational Support and
Theory of Action, and the impact of the minimuresi¢e in terms of statistical

soundness. The ADE consulted with the Arkansas Technical Advisory Committee for

Assesment and Accountability to review the minimumsie and to incorporate

technical recommendations to enhance the statistical soundness of the usesifean N

of 15 within the context of the Theory of Action and the collective components of the

support andiccountability system.

First, stakeholders indicated a preference for the ADE to err on the side of inclusion
for equity by including as many students within schools as possible in the support and
accountability system for the purpose of identifying andporting schools where

trends indicate students and/or particular student groups are underperforming.

Second, the statistical soundness of the minimusizd was evaluated within the

context of Arkansasds proposednalShppatr y of Acti
and Accountability Act (2017) communicates a
accountability, o establishing support as the
Arkansas students have an opportunity to achieve success. The Theory of Action

explans how the ADE intends to use the Arkansas Educational Support and

Accountability System to make progress to achieve the Vision. Specifically, the ESSA

School Index score will be used for identification and LEA notification of schools in

need of supportral improvement (Comprehensive Support and Improvement) and

schools with very low performing and/or consistently underperforming student groups

(Additional Targeted Support/Targeted Support and Improvement), to drive alignment

and prioritization of state gport. Similarly, notification and enhanced reporting are

intended to signal LEAs to galvanize appropriate local diagnostic needs assessments and
responsive support systems within their continuous inquiry and improvement cycles.

This contexnd facc dsnutppirlti tayo connotes maxi mu
group inclusion in the Arkansas Educational Support and Accountability System.
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Third, the nature of school configurations and school size variations among schools in
Arkansas impacts the percentagedfools with student groups, potentially leaving a

high percentage of student groups out of the support and accountability system (See
Appendix D). For example, the prior minimumsdize of 25 resulted in 46.5 percent of
schools serving 21.9 percentof&rtkhs as 6s Students with Dis
accountability system. In contrast, only 17.6 percent of schools serving 5 percent of

abil it

Arkansasods Students with Disabilities are not

the Arkansas Educational Support anctduntability System with a minimum-8ize
of 15.

Finally, the statistical soundness of the proposed minimesiz&l must be considered
within the full context of its use. ADE proposes to use the ESSA School Index score
(based on multiple indicators) fonaual meaningful differentiation and identification

of schools in need of support. Using multiple indicators within the index and requiring
the minimum number of students be present for each indicator in order for the ESSA
School Index for a subgroup to bkgible for identification increases the number of
data points used for identification of a school or subgroup in need of support.

The ESSA School Index is an indbased score which includes all faltademic year
students for each indicator that camiites to the overall ESSA School Index score.

ADE will report scores on each indicator that is included in the ESSA School Index.
ADE will concurrently report progress toward lerigrm goals for indicators to increase
transparency regarding school praggen each indicator within the ESSA School

Index. Graphical representations and color coding can be used to enhance reporting of
school and student group indicator scores in a manner to reduce misinterpretation when
the statistic reported is vulnerablevtolatility at small Nsizes.

Statistical soundness is a concern when smailizds may impact the reliability of

scores used in the support and accountability system for purposes of annual meaningful
differentiation of schools and for disaggregationtafient groups within the system.
Several factors interact and impact the usesizZ¢wi t hi n Ar kansasos
School Index. The minimum-Nize will be used to disaggregate the ESSA School

Index by student group.

Stakeholders communicated a prefare for the use of multiple yedtgp to three years
when availablepf data in indicator calculations in the support and accountability system
when a school does not meet the minimusaidé of 15 for the all students group in the
current year. This wiknable all schools to have all indicators included in the ESSA
School IndexXor the all students groughich will increase reliability of the ESSA

School Indexscores. In other wordsgliability is increased by aggregating (weighted
average) two othreeyears of data for the all students grdapanindicator within the
indexwhen the N size is too low in the current yeEne combination of an-Nize of 15

with multiple years included in the calculations for an indicator is responsive to
stakeholdepriorities (see below). Statistical soundness that is of concern when making
inferences from a limited sample of a population must be balanced with concerns of
stakeholders for maximum inclusion of students in the Arkansas Educational Support
and Accountality System. ADE will monitor the impact of the change in the minimum
N-size from 25 to 15 on yedo-year consistency and reliability as it applies to
disaggregation of the ESSA School Index for determining consistent underperformance
of student groups.

propos
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Given that the ADE proposes to use the ESSA School Index in combination with
indicator reporting and enhanced reporting
measurements of interim progress, reporting procedures for protecting personally

identifiable informatbn must also be addressed (See ii.d).

c. Describehowthe minimumnumberof studentsvasdeterminedythe State,
includinghowthe State collaborated with teachers, principals, other school
leaders, parents, and other stakeholderendeterminingsuchminimum
number.

The determination of the minimum-$ize has been a thoughtful, consultative, and
analytical process. The ADE began this process by introducing the Vision for Excellence
in Education and Arkansas Accountability System Steering Committee boche

definition and context of minimum§ize at the September 28, 2016, meeting. The
information presented to the committee is available at
https://v3.boardbook.org/Public/PublicitemDownload.aspx?ik=39425371

Following the introduction of minimum {dize, the ADE conducted analyses to
inform the discussion with the committee members. A report on the initial analysis
was presented at the January 25, 2017, meeting and is available at
https://v3.boardbook.org/Public/PublicitemDownload.aspx?ik=39958921

After these meetings and input from the committee, the ADE formed advisory teams to
provide more detailed input on specific tapi@dhe ESSA Accountability Advisory Team
participated in five welbbased meetings that included morale@pth presentations and
minimum N-size analyses. The ESSA Accountability Advisory Team provided input to
specific questions regarding minimumdite thraigh online surveys. A summary of the
analyses and survey results are provided in Appendix D.

The ESSA Accountability Advisory Team indicated the following priorities for
establishing the minimum§ize based on the results of a survey on minimugsizh.

A Equityd aminimumN-sizethatfairly accountdor schoolsof allsizes
A Equityd inclusionof asmanystudentsaspossiblein the statewidesystemof accountability
A Practicalityy available resources/capacity (fiscal and humaajitiressupport

Eighty percent of ESSA Accountability Advisory Team members indicated a preference
for including not less than 90 percent of students in each student group in the Arkansas
Educational Support and Accountability System. The Vision for Excellence in Educatio
and Arkansas Accountability System Steering Committee interacted with the input from
these meaningful consultations in a work session on March 29, 2017. The agenda and
materials for this session are available at
https://v3.boardbook.org/Public/PublicAgenda.aspx?ak=1001636&mk=50209543

Minutes from the meeting are available at
https://v3.boardbook.org/Public/PublicitemDownload.aspx?ik=40457%dditional
impact modeling was requested to inform the minimwsiZ¢ decision.

An Arkansas State Board of Education work session was held April 14, 2017. This
provided board members with an opportunity to reflect on the aadkprovide
comments tanform thedecision.
https://v3.boardbook.org/Public/PublicAgenda.aspx?ak=1001636&mk=50225909

of
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d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is sufficient to
not reveal any personally identifiabitgormation 2

The ADE employs a ce8ize limit of 10 regarding redacted values for public reporting

to protect personally identifiable information and to comply with the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (1974) (FERPA). Additionally, various mettavdsemployed to
protect student data, which include, but are not limited to, complementary suppression,
limited access, and data encryption. Depending upon cell size, population size,
performance characteristics, student demographics, and other crnitduding the topic
being reported, various suppression/limited access methods are used.

Secure access to studdenel data by teachers and leaders for educational use requires
appropriate hierarchical permissions and confidentiality agreements (Memiorandu
Understanding) to avoid disclosure of personally identifiable information and to ensure
appropriate use of datAn example of the agreementsaigilable at
https://adedata.arkaas.gov/asis/GettingStarted.aspx

e. I f the Stateds minimum number of students
than the minimum number of students for accountability purposes, provide the
Stateds mini mum numberepodiig. students for pur

Arkansas uses a minimum$ize of 10 for public reporting purposes. See item d. above for details.

iii. Establishmentof [ong-Term Goals(ESEAsectionl111(c)(4)(A))

A coherent support and accountability system should be guided by clearly defined goals

andi ndi cators of success that are congruent wit
logic underlying the design of the system to incentivize and support goal attainment

(Hall, Domaleski, Russell, & Pinsonneault, 2017).

Mindful of the studenfocused outcom goals of the Vision, the Arkansas Educational

Support and Accountability System will serve to highlight, at the selewel, how well

students are achieving or making progress toward the expected outcomes. Tteentong

goals and measurements of intepnagress on key indicators in the Arkansas

Educational Support and Accountability System
aspirations for all students (loitgrm goals) and provide checkpoints (measurements of

interim progress) for stakeholders maess t heir schoolsd progress
students6é attainment of i mportant educational
will also set important expectations that the ADE, LEAs, and schools can use to gauge

progress in closing the gaps inaatiment among students so that all students are

prepared for success when they finish high school.

Meaningful consultation with stakeholders through the ESSA Accountability Advisory
Team provided input for setting lofigrm goals and measurements of iinbgprogress:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/0B3T@EMuMxU2pVbG00eWdrZTg The

ESSA Accountability Advisory Team suggested lgagn goals that are aspirational

2 Consistent with ESEA section1111(i), information collected or disseminated under ESEA section 1111 shall be collected and

disseminated in a manner that protects the privacy of individuals consistent with section 444 of theEaenation Provisions Act

(20 U.s.C. 1232g, commonly known as the AFamily Educaitei onal Ri ght s a
for reporting, States shoul d c o nBestlPiactidedhfa Ddtemsntr®utigrodp Sizefinor Educati on Sci
Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Inforndation o i d e nt statigficalalipcipsu@p r i at e

limitation strategies for protecting student privacy.
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The ESSA Accountability Advisory Team suggested tgrgn goals that are

aspirational yet situated in the context of how the ADE is approaching the support
system for prekindergarten through grade 12 educati@®SA Accountability

Advisory Team members preferred realistic measurements of interim progress that are
rooted in context of both educational challenges and advantages of the schools so that
schools achieving at lower ldgethat make significant progress can be recognized for
their achievemenyet situated in the context of how the ADE is approaching the

support system for priindergarten through grade 12 education.

The Arkansas Technical Advisory Committee for Assessgrand Accountability recommended setting
aspirational longerm goals over a 1gear time period to align with the LERvel focus of the support
and accountability system and as a means of r
Action calls out the nested nature of schteslel outcomes. Potentially, if students enter the system in
their earliest years, they spend 1@ 14years attending schools within an LEA. LEAs provide the
context within which schools function and students hagessto opportunities for learning. The intent
outlined in the Theory of Action is to signal to LEAs to support schools in a manner that drives long
term educational change.

An unintended consequence of the requirement to make adequate yearly prodegss

No Child Left Behind (2001) was the tendency of schools to focus narrowly on bubble

students (those close to achievement level cut points) rather than all students on the

achievement continuum. This phenomenon, dubbed educational triage by-Booher

Jemings (2005), is a sheteérm approach that schools used to post quick gains to meet

annual achievement targets. The prevalence of educational triage to focus on bubble

students to obtain quick gains was found to be higher when the rigor of academic

standads was raised, particularly in math (Lauen and Gaddis, 2012; Springer 2012). In a
follow up study, Lauen and Gaddis (2016) foun
i ncrease in rigor the A[No Child Leaget Behind
studento increases (p. 140). Further, HAéaccou
achievement level when standards increase and these gaps are particularly large in the

| owest achieving schoolso (Lauen oaomndcd 6Gaddi s,
shortterm approaches for quick gains had hurt the most vulnerable students for whom

the |l aw had been designed to serve. During th
plan for the support and accountability system, stakeholders expressed concerns tha

ADE set longterm goals and measurements of interim progress in a manner that would

not be reminiscent of adequate yearly progress under No Child Left Behind (2001).

Setting longterm goals over a 1fear period signals LEAs to approach improvement
sysemically in terms of their continuous inquiry and improvement cycles rather than
approaching improvement using the educational triage approach that many schools took
to improving scores under No Child Left Behind (2001)isis particularlyimportantin

light of A D E éh#t to morerigorousacademicontentstandards aligned with college

and career readiness in 2013 and the shift to the ACT Aspire in 2016 which is directly
aligned to postsecondary readiness and success. Thus, the ADE proposes gaset the
long- term goals within grade spans for ayigar period for all schools and subgroups

of students within schools.

The longterm goals and Checkpoints for Progress are aligned with the goals of the
Arkansas Department of Higher Education. The Arkarmdapartment of Higher

E d u ¢ a ClosomgntlbesGap 2020 Master Plan (ADHE, 20ii®Judes a focus on
increasing college completion by reducing the percent of students needing college
remediation (as determined by the ACT scores) and by increasing firseteation



rates (as determined by success in first year core courses). The ACT Aspire score reports
provide the ADE, LEAs, and schools with infor
postsecondary readiness. The ACT Aspire scores are empirically tmkeeldict

studentsé potential ACT scores which are amon
postsecondary institutions to predict student first year retention/ success.

ADE administered the ACT Aspire for the first time for the 2@08.6 school year. In

theas ence of multiple years of scores from ADEZC
Technical Advisory Committee for Assessment and Accountability recommended the

ADE analyze prior improvement trends for insight before setting-terng goals as

well as Checkpointor Progress. Historic quantile trends were available and were

considered in setting the lortigrm goals and the Checkpoints for Progress for academic

achievement and for the Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rates (ACGR) provided in

Appendix A.

The 12year longterm goals will encourage schools with lower achievement to focus
on longterm growth, particularly in math where changes to the academic standards
reflect the greatest increase in rigor, signaling schools to focus on what matters most
for learning to acieve aspirational goals. The Checkpoints for Progress are set at
threeyear intervals for this same reason. ADE will develop reports that will help
LEAs, their schools, and stakeholders gauge progress by situating annual indicator
scores relative to therg-term expected trajectory of progress.

a. AcademicAchievement (ESEAsection1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(aa))

1. Describe the longerm goals for improved academic achievement, as measured
by proficiency on the annual statewide reading/language arts and mathematics
assessments, for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: 1) the
timeline for meeting the loAgrm goals, for which the term must be the same
multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of stuitehis
State,and2) howthelong-termgoalsareambitious.

The ADE proposes to set a letgrm achievement goal of 80 percent of students
achieving a tesbased gradéevel proficiency score. Just as unemployment rates are
never expected to reach zéroa state of full ermployment for the workforcé

Arkansas recognizes that lobgrm goals must be aspirational and reflect the reality that
individual indicators include some variation that can be minimized, but not completely
eliminated. Arkansas content standards and aehewt levels, as measured by ACT
Aspire, are significantly more rigorous since they align so directly with postsecondary
measures used for entrance, remediation, and success criteria. Frermomggal of 80
percent is congruent with broader initiativeattbuild the capacity of LEAs to support
studentfocused learning systems and to ensure amalded education aligned to the
Vision.

Further, tesbased outcomes do not reflect the totality of grade level proficiency and

student success. Distriatsflect unique contexts and factors that impact how long

students spend in a single school within the LEA. Riftg different graddevel
configurations exist among the 1,050 school s
LEAs. These different gradevel configurations mean that any single school serves a

changing population of students over the 12 years of anticipated improvement reflected

in this plan. Stakeholders insisted local contexts should inform the aspirational goals and
checkpoints.
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In alignmentwith the Vision and Theory of Action, schools will aim for excellence in
growth and achievement for all students, aspiring for the vast majority of students (80
percent) to achieve or exceed this goal within @& period. While aspirational in
the lorg run, this goal accounts for students who might begin in elementary school far
below grade level and, even with accelerated growth within the same school, may not

catch

up to

grade

| evel

unt il

mi

ddl e

needs. This reality is the context within which the Checkpoints for Progress toward
long-term goals were set.

(i) Baseline data:

Tables7and®r ovi de

t he

basel

ne

astutentsdywgeadee n t

spans (K5, 68, and 912) for English Laguage Ats and math. The percentage of
students Ready/Exceeds &l students and subgroups of studemitsserve as the
baseline for which Checkpoints for Progress will be calculated.

Table7. 2017 English Language Arts K5, 6 8, 9 12 Baselne AchievementStatistics

Number of

Baseline

Number of

Baseline

Number of

school

dat a

Baseline

(0]

f

Students Values Students Values Grade Students Values
Groups of Grade Span Grade Span Span Grade Span Grade Span
Students Grade Span
K-5 Ki5 6-8 6-8 9-12 9-12
All Students 131,993 50.35 79,053 58.36 78,467 53.41
African
American 25,270 29.86 16,372 37.22 14,480 31.15
Hispanic/Latino| 16,973 44.10 10,724 52.14 9,183 45.77
White 82,557 57.54 47,744 66.47 51,134 60.78
Economically
Disadvantaged | 87,116 40.90 48,815 47.92 46,953 42.50
English
Learners 13,096 41.06 7,933 46.11 6,403 34.92
Students with
Disabilities 17,585 15.80 9,469 15.53 8,223 11.02




Table 8 2017 Math Ki 5, 6'8, 9 12 Baseline AchievemenS$tatistics

Number

Number of Baseline of Baseline Number of Baseline
Students Values Values Values
Groups of Students Students Grade
Grade Grade Grade Grade
Students , Grade Span
Span Span Ki 9-12 Span
K-5 5 9-12
All Students 132,181 57.81 79,184 51.08 78,632 32.01
African
American 25,288 35.84 16,384 26.90 14,489 12.06
Hispanic/Latino 17,072 52.59 10,806 45,18 9,292 25.03
White 82,588 65.24 47,762 60.17 51,161 38.45
Economically
Disadvantaged 87,267 48.95 48,914 40.63 47,098 22.71
English Learnery 13,237 50.18 8,029 39.48 6,530 18.68
Students with
Disabilities 17,609 22.68 9,488 16.77 8,232 7.96

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the
long-term goals for academic achievement in AppeAdix

The ADE proposes to set the same lbeign goal of 80 percent for all student groups
and to report the progress of all students and all student groups as compared to
proposed checkpoints as detaiiedhppendix A. Enhanced reporting, as described in
the Theory of Action, will be used to provide transparent information about the
progress of student groups relative to the checkpoints along the trajectory to the long
term goal. See Appendix A for datachexplanation of checkpoints.

3. Describe how the lonterm goals and measurements of interim progress
toward the longterm goals for academic achievement take into account the
improvement necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide
proficiencygaps.

Tables and figures in Appendix A show the trajectory for the All Students group for the

school at the B0Percentile in 2017 to reach the goal of 80 percent or more of their

students achieving grade level proficiency (Ready/Exceeds)eBt subgroups will be

expected to make progress to meet or exceed thetidomggoals. Subgroups of students

who start at a lower baseline in 2017 will need to make more progress to achieve the

long-term goals. The information provided in Appendix Aslitates how student

subgroups starting at lower points in the baseline year will need to improve at greater

rates to achieve loatgrm goals within a 18ear cycle. Schools can find the location of

their student groupso6 b asatelofimpovementtidtenvile r mi ne t
be needed to achieve thelenge r m g o a | of 80 percent. ADE wil/l
relative to the expected to achievement trajectory by reporting in chart and/or table form



whether students and subgroups within a ethree catching up to the expected progress,
keeping up with expected progress, exceeding expected progress, or losing ground on
expected progress. The charts and tables shown on the Report Card Dashboard (Figure
E) will help inform local continuous inquirand improvement cycles.

Enhanced annual reporting of schoolsd student
checkpoints will be coupled with reporting of the annual ESSA School Index. This gives

a more robust indication of how schools and student groups withools are

progressing over time, relative to gaps within schools and with thetéonggoals. The

enhanced reporting wil!/ include a breakdown o
achievements on the set of indicators included in the annual rating.

b. Graduation Rate (ESEA sectiori111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(bb))

1. Describe the longerm goals for the fouyear adjusted cohort graduation
rate for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: 1) the
timeline for meeting the longerm goals, for which #hterm must be the
same multiyear length of time for all students and for each subgroup of
students in the State, and 2) how the lgrgn goals are ambitious.

Arkansas proposes to set its letegm goal for the 4/ear Adjusted Cohort Graduation

Rate a®4 percent based on prior Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate improvement trends.
Arkansas recognizes that lotgyrm goals must be aspirational and reflect the reality that
individual indicators include some statistical variation that can be minimized, but not
completely eliminated. Arkansas has increasedytsat Adjusted Cohort Graduation

Rate significantly over the-gear period from 2010 to 2015. The ADE expects this
improvement rate will taper off and flatten out over the next 12 years for schools in the
top quartile of the distribution.

At the same time,4ear Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate baseline data indicate gaps
among student groups, which will continue to be a focus of improvement within LEAs as
these systems seek to ensure all students alevaghthe goals of the Vision. See Tables

8 and 9 for baselines.

Table 9 Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Baselines for All Students

Number of 4-Year Baseline
Groups of Students Adjusted Cohort  4-Year Adjusted_
Expected Cohort Graduation
Graduates Rate
All Students 35,562 87.02
African American 7,930 81.53
Hispanic/Latino 3,667 85.71
White 22,258 89.20
Economically
Disadvantaged 18,992 83.79
English Learners 1,819 85.71
Students with Disabilities 3,150 84.29

2. If applicable, describe the lorAgrm goals for each extendgéear adjusted
cohort graduation rate, including: 1) The timeline for meeting the-ong
term goals, for which the term must be the same +yeiti length of time
for all students and for eaddubgroup of students in the State; 2) How the
long-term goals are ambitious; and 3) How the letegm goals are more



rigorous than the longerm goal set for the fowyear adjusted cohort
graduationrate.

Arkansas proposes to set its leiegm goal for tle 5year Adjusted Cohort Graduation
Rate at 97 percent. Arkansas recognizes thattemg goals must be aspirational and
reflect the reality that individual indicators include some statistical variation that can be
minimized, but not completely eliminated

Table 10 Five-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Baselines for All Students
Groups of Number of 5~ Baselineb-
Students Year Adjusted Year
Cohort Expected  Adjusted
Graduates Cohort
Graduation
Rate

All Students 35,532 83.31
African American 7,736 76.64
Hispanic/Latino 3,380 83.70
White 22,897 85.45
Economically

Disadvantaged 22,235 79.47
English Learners 1,965 81.12
Students with

Disabilities 4,064 78.30

3. Provide the measurements of interim progress towardbtigeterm goals
for the fouryear adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extengksat
adjusted cohort graduation rate in Appenéix

4. Describe how the lonterm goals and measurements of interim progress
for the fouryear adjusted cohort graduation raé@d any extendegear
adjusted cohort graduation rate take into account the improvement
necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide graduation
rategaps.

Details provided in Appendix A show how student groups starting at lower points in th

baseline year will need to improve at greater rates to achievadanggoals within a 12

year cycle. Schools can find the |l ocation of
the approximate rate of improvement that will be needed to achieve theetomgoal of

94 percent for the-fear Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate ang8itentfor the5-year
AdjustedCohortGraduatiorRate.

Enhanced annual reporting of schoolsd student
Cohort Graduation Rate checkpoifdescribed in more detail in Appendix A) will be

coupled with reporting of the annual ESSA School Index, which gives a more robust

indication of how schools and student groups within schools are progressing over time

relative to gaps within schools and wthe longterm goals. The enhanced reporting will

include a breakdown of schoolsd and their stu
indicators included in the ESSA School Index. The LEAs will consider this data and

schools will utilize the data in thezontinuous cycle of inquiry.
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c. English LanguageProficiency. (ESEAsectionl111(c)(4)(A)(ii))

1. Describethelong-termgoalsfor Englishlearnersfor increasesn the
percentagef such students making progress in achieving English
languageproficiency, as measured by the statewide English language
proficiency assessment, including: 1) The Stltermined timeline for
such students to achieve English language proficiency, and 2) How the
long- term goals arambitious.

The determination dbng-term goals and measurements of interim progress for
increasing the percentage of English Learners making progress in achieving English
Language Proficiency (ELP) is impacted by the timing of assessment transitions for
English Language Proficiency. Aaksas transitioned from using the English Language
Development Assessment (ELDA) from 2008 to 2015 to the English Language
Proficiency Assessment for thesZ2entury (ELPA21) in 2016. This assessment

transition limits the information available for datdormed setting of longerm goals

and measurements of interim progress, as well as the analyses folestateined

timeline for English Learners to achieve English Language Proficiency. Specifically,
multi-year statewide and LEA patterns and trends iRA21 scores are not available

with regards to student progress toward English Language Proficiency. Only the baseline
data for English Language Proficiency performance levels from ELPA21 were available
to include in this proposal.

Engl i sh L e aeatmReoficeiicy (Reclassification)

ELDA scores from 2008 to 2015 were availabl e

timeline to English Language Proficiency.
English Learners as English Language Proficient (20@815) were significantly

more stringent, resulting in more students remaining classified as English Learners than
appears to be the case based on the initial year of ELPA21 performance levels.

Mindful of the limitations and differences of the avaiBinglish Language Proficiency
data, the ADE proposes to implement a transitional plan for meeting this requirement.
The initial longterm goals and measurements of interim progress will be based on the
first two years of ELPA21 which will be reevaluateslaaditional years of ELPA21

scores become available. Information will be used to determine statewide and LEA
patterns and trends in progress toward English Language Proficiency based on ELPA21
and revised reclassification criteria outlined in this proposa

Additional metrics for measurements of interim progress for increasing the percentage
of English Learners reaching English Language Proficiency are being developed and
evaluated by the ADE as the ELPA21 consortium develops ELPA21 scores for
assessingtedent progress and/or growth toward English Language Proficiency. The
ADE will evaluate these additional metrics during the next two years and may seek to
amend the progress metric used for English Learners achieving English Language
Proficiency if analyss support doing so.

How



Time to English Language Proficiency (Reclassification)

Using eight years of student data from the Ar
the time to reclassification (how long it takes to become Engligjukzge proficient)

depends heavily on the overall Initial ELDA Level, as well as the exit criteria. This

reclassification is evaluated at different grade bands. Grade Band 1 is for grades

kindergarten through 2. This grade band has the largest numbedentst. Grade Band

2 is for grades 3 through 5. Grade Band 3 is for grades 6 through 8, and Grade Band 4 is

for grades 9 through 12.

In order for students to be reclassified using ELDA, students had to obtain a score of
five in all domains. This led to¥o numbers of students exiting the English Learner
program from 2008 to 2015. In an effort to approximate new exit criteria, two other
scoring combinations for the writing, reading, speaking, and listening domains were
applied using longitudinal ELDA scoreBable 11shows the proxy exit criteria used.
Table 11. Proxy Exit Criteria

Writing Reading Speaking Listening
Proxy Exit 1 4 5 5 5
Proxy Exit 2 4 4 5 5

More than 50 percent of the students with an Initial ELDA Level of 3 or 4 have a
reclassificatiorrate of two to four years for both exit criteria. For students with Initial
ELDA Level 1 and 2, the 50 percent threshold is not met after seven years for the Proxy
Exit 1. For Proxy Exit 2, which allows for 4s in both reading and writing, this threshold i
met after five to six years for Initial ELDA Level 2 for the lower two grade bands

(grades kindergarten through 2 and grades 3 through 5) and for initial ELDA level 1 after
seven years for grade band 2 (grades 3 through 5).

The grade the student ergemd the Initial ELDA Level for the student, highly influence
the likelihood of a student being reclassified as a former English Learner. As would be
expected, students entering at eadi@desandhigherinitial ELDA Levelsexperienced
higherreclassificatiomratesmorequickly.

Students with lower Initial ELDA Levels, regardless of the entering grade, required
more time in the program and experienced much longer time to reclassification.

The results of this data analysis closely correspontitsnational research conducted on

the amount of time necessary for English Learners to become proficient in English.

Several researchers indicate that it takes at least up to seven years for English Learners to

attain English Language Proficiency (Haku&ato, Butler, & Witt, 2000; Robinsen

Cimpian, Thompson, & Umansky, 2016; Umansky & Reardon, 2014). In addition, the

English Learner Advocate/Advisory group emphasized that language development is not

linear and, in fact, often develops in a staggereddasin other words, while a student

may make great gains in three domains of language, they may be not have progressed as

far in the fourth domain. It has also been observed both by English Learner Advocates in

Arkansas and by researchers that studertsvatr levels of English Language

Proficiency tend to grow faster initially than students at higher levels of English

Language Proficiency. Research on second language learners has shown that language
growth varies dependi ngencylpvelorgtadedeves Coaki t i ng yea
Boals, Wilmes, and Santos (2008), established the following principle when looking at
English Learner student gr owt hBasically,thever i s f as
language growth of students at lower gradelewr proficiency levels is faster than the
language growth of students at higher grade levels or proficiency levels. The breadth and
depth of academic language students are expected to comprehend and produce increases






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































